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D.3.1 Recirculated Portions of Draft PEIR  
This section presents copies of comments on the Draft PEIR received in written form during the 
Draft PEIR’s recirculated public review period (June 21 – August 6, 2018), and it provides the 
County of San Diego’s responses to those comments. Each comment letter is assigned an 
alphanumeric code, and the issues within each comment letter are bracketed and numbered. 
Comment letters are followed by responses, which are numbered to correspond with the bracketed 
comment letters. 
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Comment Letter R-S1 

R-S1-1 
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Comment Letter R-S1 
Exhibit 
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Response to Letter R-S1  

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 
R-S1-1 This comment letter affirms that the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (State Clearinghouse) received the recirculated 
portions of the Draft PEIR, and distributed it to appropriate state agencies for review in 
compliance with CEQA. No comments were received from state agencies by the State 
Clearinghouse prior to the close of the review period. Therefore, the State 
Clearinghouse review requirements were met. This comment letter is for informational 
purposes and no response is required. 
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R-L1-1 

Comment Letter R-L1 
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Response to Letter R-L1  

San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) 
 
R-L1-1 As the comment notes, SDG&E provided a comment letter on March 29, 2016 during 

the project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) comment period. While this comment is not 
related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects, the County would like to offer 
clarification. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, this NOP comment did not require a 
response as it does not pertain to the environmental analysis. The comment is correct 
that any improvements associated with modifying the runway’s location could 
respectively alter the runway’s approach or departure obstruction surfaces. As 
described in the PEIR, the Master Plan Update is a long-term planning document, and 
the exact scope, scale, and timing for implementation of each proposed element are not 
yet defined because project-specific information has not been fully developed to 
quantify exact impacts. Therefore, environmental impacts for each element, and the 
Master Plan Update as a whole, are analyzed at a programmatic level for the purpose 
of environmental analysis. Therefore, additional analysis under CEQA and coordination 
with all utilities including SDG&E will occur at the time that they are designed and 
proposed. No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 
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Comment Letter R-L2 

R-L2-1 
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R-L2-2 

R-L2-3 

R-L2-1 
cont. 
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Response to Letter R-L2 

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) 
 
R-L2-1 This comment includes introductory remarks. The County acknowledges this 

comment, and no response is required. 
 
R-L2-2 The comment provides a brief summary of the San Diego County Regional Airport 

Authority (SDCRAA) previous comment letter on the PEIR. The comment states that 
after the SDCRAA’s review of the recirculated documents, no additional comments 
are needed as the recirculated documents provided the necessary clarifications. The 
County acknowledges this comment, and no response is required.  

R-L2-3 This comment includes concluding remarks which will be included in the record for 
this project. No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter R-L3 

R-L3-1 
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R-L3-2 
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R-L3-3 

R-L3-4 

R-L3-5 

R-L3-6 

R-L3-7 

R-L3-8 

R-L3-9 

R-L3-10 
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R-L3-11 

R-L3-12 

R-L3-13 

R-L3-14 

R-L3-15 

R-L3-16 

R-L3-17 
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R-L3-17 
cont. 

R-L3-18 

R-L3-19 

R-L3-20 

R-L3-21 
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R-L3-22 

R-L3-23 

R-L3-24 
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R-L3-24 
cont. 

R-L3-25 

R-L3-26 

R-L3-27 



Letters of Comment and Responses  ATTACHMENT D-821  

 
County of San Diego  November 2021 October 2018 
McClellan-Palomar Airport Master Plan Update – Final PEIR   

 
 

  

R-L3-27 
cont. 
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R-L3-27 
cont. 

R-L3-28 

R-L3-29 

R-L3-30 
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Response to Letter R-L3 

City of Carlsbad 
 
R-L3-1  This comment contains an email message by the City of Carlsbad submitting comments 

to the County. No response is required. 
 
R-L3-2  This comment indicates City of Carlsbad comments are enclosed. The County 

recognizes and appreciates the long-standing working relationship with the City, and the 
history of coordination between our two agencies. No response is required. 

 
R-L3-3  This comment includes introductory remarks regarding the City of Carlsbad’s letter. No 

response is required. 
 
R-L3-4 As discussed in the Response to Comment L3-105, the County reviewed 

Conservation Easement Deed #2004-1123441 to verify whether the relocated MALSR 
lighting system would impact the recorded conservation easement. The County 
confirmed that implementation of the Master Plan Update (including relocation of the 
MALSR) would not impact or encroach into the existing conservation easement. Also 
see Final PEIR Figure 2.2-5 showing a delineation of the anticipated MALSR site within 
the Eastern Parcel. 

 
R-L3-5  The Master Plan Update and Draft PEIR previously identified the shift of existing 

navigational lighting, and the potential significant impacts to biological resources. The 
Final PEIR incorporates more specific information pertaining to the shift of the existing 
MALSR on the Eastern Parcel. This additional information does not substantially 
change the evaluation of comparative merits of the Proposed Project and does not 
present information that would impede attainment of the project objectives as it pertains 
to CEQA Section 15126. Accordingly, pertinent information is included in the Final PEIR 
but recirculation was not required. 

 
R-L3-6  PEIR Figure 2.2-1 (Regional Preserve Areas) illustrates conservation designations for 

County-owned land pursuant to the Draft North County (NC) MSCP. However, the 
“Preserve Area” polygon identified on Figure 2.2-1 reflected a combination of existing 
preserved land (i.e., conservation easement) and future preserved land as illustrated in 
the 2011 Hardline letter (cited in the PEIR). At this time, the future preserved land is 
designated as “PAMA”. Figure 2.2-1 has been revised to reflect this on the Eastern 
Parcel as it will be (and is currently) reflected in the Draft NC MSCP, which is under 
ongoing review and consultation with the County and wildlife agencies. 

 
R-L3-7  With the Proposed Project and other projects within the Draft NC MSCP area, it is 

standard protocol to coordinate with the wildlife agencies on development projects. In 
the case of the Proposed Project, once specific elements of the Master Plan Update are 
designed and proposed, they would be discussed with the wildlife agencies to finalize 
the project-specific mitigation strategy. As discussed in Section 2.2.5 Mitigation 
Measures, all biological resources under the jurisdictions of federal, state, and local 
regulations will be mitigated in consultation and oversight of the applicable regulatory 
agency. Measures in this section discuss the approach to mitigation within areas 
subject to the Draft NC MSCP, and if the Draft NC MSCP is not adopted at the time 
project impacts would occur, mitigation would occur at the ratio defined by the County 
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological Resources and as required by 
jurisdictional regulatory agencies. No changes have been made to the PEIR.  
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R-L3-8  As noted in Response to Comment R-L3-6, “Preserve Area” polygon identified on 
Figure 2.2-1 reflects a combination of existing preserved land (i.e., conservation 
easement) and future preserved land as illustrated in the 2011 Hardline letter (cited in 
the PEIR). The intent was to illustrate that upon approval and implementation of the 
Draft NC MSCP, both of these land categories would simply be titled, Preserve.  
However, Figure 2.2-5 has been added to the PEIR to illustrate the various designations 
with the proposed relocation of the MALSR navigation lighting system.  

 
R-L3-9  Please note that PEIR Section 2.2.2.1 (Special Status Species) does include a 

discussion of USFWS designated critical habitat for San Diego thornmint. Specifically, it 
stated that 10.2 acres is located within the biological study area; however, only 0.33 
acre would be impacted. Nonetheless, the 0.33-acre area has been added to Section 
2.2.1.1 (Regulatory Setting). 

 
R-L3-10  Please see Response to Comment R-L3-7.  
 
R-L3-11  The recirculated PEIR Section 2.2 did include an additional figure, numbered 2.2-3b 

showing the Eastern Parcel vegetation; however, it appears this was not embedded in 
the electronic version on the County’s website. Nonetheless, PEIR hardcopies 
distributed at the local libraries, and the PEIR’s Biological Technical Report Addendum 
(Figure 1) contained the noted figure. Figure 2.2-3b is included in the Final PEIR.   

 
R-L3-12  The Biological Technical Report Addendum (page 9) provides an impact analysis of 

potential effects to wildlife movement and nursery sites in regards to the MALSR 
relocation on the Eastern Parcel. Implementation would not result in significant impacts 
on wildlife movement or nursery sites on the Eastern Parcel and no mitigation is 
required. The analysis is added to PEIR Section 2.2.1.6 as requested by the 
commenter. 

 
R-L3-13  PEIR Section 2.2.2.1 has been clarified that while critical habitat for San Diego 

thornmint is located within the Proposed Project site (i.e., MALSR relocation), significant 
impacts would not occur to known locations of San Diego thornmint. 

 
R-L3-14  As discussed on page 4 of the Biological Technical Report Addendum, most of the area 

associated with the MALSR relocation “is within scrub oak-dominated mature chaparral, 
most of which does not have suitable soil types (i.e., heavy clay soil) or a sufficiently 
open canopy to support thornmint.” It would be overly speculative to conclude 
significance due to potential impacts for an area that is not conducive to suitability for 
the species. The MALSR relocation and all other project elements will be reviewed 
pursuant to CEQA Section 15162 at the time they are proposed, as discussed in 
Master Response 10 (Program-level vs. Project-level Review). If site conditions 
have changed at the time the project-specific elements are proposed, updated 
biological surveys in conjunction with applicable jurisdictional agencies would be 
conducted.  

 
R-L3-15  The recirculated PEIR Section 2.2 (page 2-38) cites vernal pool mitigation in 

accordance with the strategy stated in the 2011 USFWS and CDFW Hardline letter. The 
letter states that creation/restoration would occur within fallow agricultural land, and as 
shown in the Eastern Parcel there are several polygons designated as PAMA under the 
Draft NC MSCP. Those areas were identified by the wildlife agencies for vernal pool 
mitigation due to historic mima mound topography, which are ideal for recreating the 
clay lenses associated with vernal pool habitat. The PEIR, which cites the 2011 
Hardline letter and Draft NC MSCP, states that unavoidable vernal pool habitat 
mitigation at a “minimum 1:1 ratio” is consistent with the Draft NC MSCP’s Biological 
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Mitigation Ordinance (BMO) Section 86.518. The BMO also states “at least one part 
vernal pool creation/restoration” as minimum County requirements. However, as 
discussed in PEIR Mitigation Measure M-BI-3, if the Draft NC MSCP is not adopted at 
the time project impacts would occur, mitigation would occur at the ratio defined by the 
County Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological Resources and as 
required by jurisdictional regulatory agencies.  

 
R-L3-16  Please refer to Response to Comment R-L3-7. Nevertheless, the 2011 Hardline letter 

does state that changes to the Hardline or Preserve areas would require written 
approval from the wildlife agencies, and as that statement is already included in the 
record for the Proposed Project, no further changes to the PEIR were made.  

 
R-L3-17 Please refer to Responses to Comments R-L3-7 and R-L3-16. Also, as stated in 

PEIR mitigation measure M-BI-8, the 2011 letter does not indicate a mitigation ratio for 
impacts to non-native grassland, but if the Draft NC MSCP is adopted at the time 
project impacts would occur, mitigation would occur at the applicable ratio defined in the 
plan. The mitigation ratios listed in PEIR Table 2.2-4 and Table 2 of the Biological 
Technical Report Addendum are considered estimates until the Draft NC MSCP is 
adopted. Relocation of the MALSR would impact both PAMA and Take Authorized 
areas defined by the Draft NC MSCP. If the mitigation ratios in the 2009 public review 
version of the Draft NC MSCP carry forward when the plan is approved, the County 
agrees the 0.5:1 mitigation would apply for this habitat type in the Take Authorized area 
and 1:1 mitigation ratio would apply within areas designated as PAMA. As stated in M-
BI-8, if the NC MSCP is not adopted at the time project impacts would occur, mitigation 
for impacts to non-native grassland shall occur at a 0.5:1 ratio pursuant to habitat 
mitigation ratios applied for areas outside of approved MSCP as defined by the County 
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological Resources dated September 15, 
2010. This has been clarified in the PEIR. 

 
R-L3-18  This comment includes general remarks regarding the recirculated PEIR Section 3.1.5 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Specific responses are provided below for each respective 
comment. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
R-L3-19  Although the previously published Climate Change Technical Report disclosed all 

aircraft-related emissions (see Response to Comment L3-93), the County 
acknowledges the initial Draft PEIR based its significance conclusions on the difference 
(or delta) in emissions that would occur in the future with and without the Proposed 
Project. After considering public comments, the recirculated PEIR Section 3.1.5 
(Greenhouse Gas Emissions) was published, which included all aircraft emissions that 
would occur as a result of the two forecast planning scenarios (PAL 1 and PAL 2). As 
such, the County disagrees with the comment that aircraft emissions were not 
disclosed. Further, a subsequent comment from the City of Carlsbad (L3-25 second 
paragraph) acknowledges that total GHG emissions were provided. 

 
  The County also disagrees that aircraft emissions outside of the County’s control should 

be included in the impact determination. As discussed in the Master Plan Update, the 
aircraft operations forecast indicated that operations will increase over the next 20 years 
at a modest level regardless of airport facilities or infrastructure. In other words, the 
Master Plan Update would not cause aircraft operations to increase; rather, the Master 
Plan Update was prepared to anticipate the natural increase in aircraft that would occur 
regardless of the Proposed Project and design facility improvements to accommodate 
that foreseeable demand. The incremental increase in aircraft operations projected in 
the Master Plan Update is expected to occur naturally, in response to market 
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conditions, throughout the 20-year planning period whether or not the Master Plan 
Update is implemented.  

 
  As a result, comparing the Master Plan Update’s full implementation timeframe (i.e., 

2036) to existing conditions (i.e., 2016) would be misleading and uninformative as 
conditions would naturally evolve over the 20-year planning period regardless of the 
implementation of the Proposed Project. Therefore, for the purposes of the PEIR 
analysis, emissions associated with the Proposed Project in 2036 were compared to 
environmental conditions projected to occur in 2036 without the Proposed Project. This 
methodology is consistent with the FAA Office of Environment and Energy, which 
requires the study of an implementation year with and without a proposed action to 
account for incremental changes that may occur in environmental conditions. 

 
  As explained above, facility improvements associated with the Master Plan Update 

would not changes the Airport’s uses. Additionally, the County’s adopted Guidelines for 
Determining Significance for Climate Change uses consistency with the County’s CAP 
for determining significance, which is not a quantitative threshold of significance as the 
City’s letter indicates. The County’s CAP is based on California’s statewide Scoping 
Plan and is intended to help the County meet its share of statewide emissions 
reductions goals. As discussed in PEIR Section 3.1.5.1 Existing Conditions, the CARB 
Scoping Plan does not include aircraft emissions nor measures for reducing emissions 
from aviation sources. The County’s Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Analysis and other airport EIRs therefore exclude aircraft emissions from GHG 
significance conclusions (note in the Burbank/Bob Hope Airport Terminal Replacement 
EIR dated June 2016, the EIR states “It is noted that GHG emissions associated with 
aircraft are under the jurisdiction of the FAA. The Authority [Burbank-Glendale-
Pasadena Airport Authority] has no ability to regulate aircraft landing and take-off 
emissions.” In addition, the AB32 Climate Change Scoping Plan states that “the State 
does not have regulatory authority over aviation” and “ARB has not identified aviation-
specific measures.”)  

 
R-L3-20 Although the Master Plan Update does identify potential construction methods that 

could be used to construct a runway extension, this conceptual construction strategy is 
preliminary since engineering design plans have not been developed. As described in 
the PEIR, the exact scope, scale, and timing for construction of the Master Plan Update 
elements will be determined once funding is identified for project design engineering 
and construction. Therefore, the associated environmental impact for each element, 
and the Master Plan Update as a whole, is analyzed at a programmatic level for the 
purpose of environmental analysis. Additional analysis under CEQA will be required for 
projects at the time that they are designed and proposed. As project elements of the 
Master Plan Update are designed, potential construction methods would identified at 
that time, including whether portions of the gas collection control system would need to 
be temporarily or permanently relocated. Also, please refer to Master Response 10 
(Program-level vs. Project-level Review), regarding program-level and project-level 
environmental review. No changes to the PEIR were made in response to this 
comment. 

 
R-L3-21 The comment requests the PEIR to include a quantitative threshold that applies to all 

project emissions, including construction, aviation, and non-aviation sources. The 
County disagrees that this information was not provided, see Response to Comment 
L3-93. Specifically, Table 3.1.5-10 identifies GHG emissions associated with all 
operation uses, including aircraft and non-aircraft (including ground support equipment, 
motor vehicles, stationary sources, and electrical consumption). Furthermore, those 
emissions from Table 3.1.5-10 were combined with all construction-related GHG 
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emissions and were presented in Table 3.1.5-11. Those emissions were then compared 
to the same quantitative service population threshold for analysis as shown in 
Table 3.1.5-11. 

 
 The comment also includes an excerpt from the PEIR and asks the County to clarify the 

statement. While this comment does not provide input or remarks concerning the 
PEIR’s environmental analysis, the excerpt was intended to clarify that state and local 
emissions reductions plans do not have thresholds relevant to aircraft emissions. No 
changes to the PEIR were made in response to this comment. 

 
R-L3-22 The comment requests the PEIR to be revised to combine construction and operation 

emissions and compare it to the 900 MT CO2e CAPCOA screening level. As explained 
in the supplemental GHG Emissions Memo and recirculated PEIR Section 3.1.5, the 
900 MT CO2e CAPCOA screening level was applied separately for construction and 
operational emissions. Because the amortized construction emissions would not exceed 
the screening level, no further analysis was warranted. However, because the 
operational emissions would exceed the screening level, the Proposed Project was then 
evaluated under the service population metric (i.e., efficiency metric), which not only 
evaluated operational emissions but also in combination with total construction 
emissions. Please see PEIR Table 3.1.5-11.  

 
Furthermore, the City of Carlsbad’s Comment L3-21 states that CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.4 gives each lead agency the affirmative duty to develop its own GHG 
methodologies and thresholds for each regardless of project type. Accordingly, in its 
independent evaluation and as explained in the published supplemental GHG 
Emissions Memo, the County determined the revised thresholds in the recirculated 
PEIR Section 3.1.5 meet the state’s reduction requirements, and is supported by 
substantial evidence. Specifically, please refer to the supplemental GHG Emissions 
Memo Section 3.A.i for further discussion and justification of the 900 MT CO2e 
CAPCOA screen level. See Response to Comment R-L3-21 outlining the full 
disclosure of project emissions. In PEIR Section 3.1.5.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis, 
the construction and operations emissions were combined and compared to the 2036 
Service Population significance threshold as reflected in Table 3.1.5-11. No changes to 
the PEIR were made in response to this comment. 

 
R-L3-23  The County implements the statewide emissions reduction goals through the adopted 

CAP, which includes a net zero threshold for General Plan Amendments. However, the 
Proposed Project is not a General Plan Amendment, and therefore the PEIR uses a 
project-specific threshold that demonstrates the Proposed Project would not interfere 
with County’s GHG reduction goals. Furthermore, the 2017 Scoping Plan recommends, 
but does not require, a net zero emission threshold. While it may be appropriate in 
some cases, it is not applicable for all projects, and particularly those with aviation 
emission sources. As stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan, “[a]chieving net zero increases 
in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, may not be feasible or 
appropriate for every project, however, and the inability of a project to mitigate its GHG 
emissions to net zero does not imply the project results in a substantial contribution to 
the cumulatively significant environmental impact of climate change under CEQA.”  As 
noted throughout these responses to comments, the County has no regulatory authority 
or control over aviation or air travel emissions, and there are no measures that could 
ensure the Proposed Project could feasibly achieve net zero emissions. 

 
 The County implements statewide emissions reductions goals discussed in the CARB’s 

Scoping Plan via the County CAP. As discussed in PEIR Section 3.1.5.1 Existing 
Conditions, the County CAP includes a net zero threshold for General Plan 
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Amendments, and the Master Plan Update does not require such an action. The project 
therefore uses a project-specific threshold, meets applicable CAP measures, and will 
not interfere with the County’s GHG emissions goals. County CAP measures related to 
airport facility operations will be implemented programmatically on this and other 
County facilities regardless of the Master Plan Update also discussed in PEIR Section 
3.1.5.1 Existing Conditions. No changes to the PEIR were made in response to this 
comment. 

 
R-L3-24 The use of an efficiency threshold and service population metric is appropriate for the 

Master Plan Update as it applies to program-level environmental analysis similar to a 
long-range planning document (i.e., local plan), as the 2017 Scoping Plan intended. The 
County disagrees that the PEIR uses an incorrect service population threshold. The 
County acknowledges that the 3.01 MT service population threshold is a conservative 
estimate because it incorporates SANDAG’s countywide population estimations. As 
explained in the PEIR Section 3.1.5, using the countywide population is appropriate 
because the 2017 Scoping Plan recommended a community-wide goal for local 
agencies; therefore, SANDAG’s documented 2030 population estimations were the 
most appropriate to generate a revised threshold. 

  
 Now that a revised threshold has been established, the PEIR Section 3.1.5 uses a 

more-focused, Airport-specific service population to calculate and evaluate the 
Proposed Project’s GHG emissions. A more-focused service population was utilized in 
order to capture potential users surrounding the Airport. This was also recommended by 
the City of Carlsbad’s comment letter on the original Draft PEIR. Specifically, the City 
stated, “…the DEIR improperly uses the entire San Diego County service population as 
a denominator when calculating the proposed project’s efficiency metric; to be accurate, 
it should have used the project-specific Master Plan’s service population.” The County 
agreed with this approach, and the recirculated PEIR Section 3.1.5, page 3-66, 
subheading “Project-specific Service Population” explains how the analysis was revised 
to consider a more Airport-specific service area. No further changes have been made to 
the PEIR.  

 
R-L3-25  Please refer to Response to Comment L3-74 (related to Noise), which has been 

repeated here in the context of GHG emissions. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15125(a), each section of the PEIR includes a discussion of the environmental baseline, 
and for GHG emissions that discussion is located in Section 3.1.5.1 (Existing 
Conditions) and calculated in Table 3.1.5-1. 

 
 As discussed in the Master Plan Update, changes in operational levels are expected to 

increase annually at a modest level as compared to the previous planning period 
regardless of whether any of the Master Plan Update improvements are made. In other 
words, the project does not cause the increased aircraft activity. Also see Response to 
Comment R-L3-19. The forecast scenarios reflect assumptions about the increase in 
aircraft operations over time (referred to planning activity levels, or PALs) and are not 
dependent on airfield capacity improvements or other infrastructure improvements. 
Rather, the forecasts were developed to anticipate foreseeable demand for Airport 
facilities and infrastructure. As a result, this would help identify which facilities should be 
improved to meet the projected forecast.  

 
  However, because the County must issue ground leases to allow for commercial air 

service at the Airport, this would be considered a discretionary action. As such, for the 
purposes of CEQA, the PEIR includes both facility improvements and commercial air 
service operations as part of the Proposed Project. Furthermore, it would be misleading 
and uninformative to presume the County has discretion or control over non-commercial 
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aircraft operations, such as general aviation, charter, military, etc. Also, potential 
changes in environmental conditions (i.e., greenhouse gas emissions) were calculated 
to naturally change regardless of the County’s proposed facility improvements or 
approval of commercial air service operations (i.e., Proposed Project). Comparing the 
Master Plan Update’s full implementation timeframe (i.e., 2036) to existing conditions 
(i.e., 2016) would also be misleading and uninformative as conditions would naturally 
evolve over the 20-year planning period regardless of the Proposed Project. Therefore, 
for the purposes of the PEIR, emissions associated with the Proposed Project in 2036 
were compared to environmental conditions projected to occur in 2036 without the 
Proposed Project in order to show impacts associated with the project. This 
methodology is consistent with the FAA Office of Environment and Energy, which 
requires the study of an implementation year with and without a proposed action to 
account for incremental changes that may occur in environmental conditions. 

 
  Nonetheless, existing environmental conditions have been disclosed for greenhouse 

gas emissions (Table 3.1.5-1). However, for the purposes of CEQA impact analysis, 
only the discretionary actions attributable to the Proposed Project are considered, 
including project-related emissions shown in Tables 3.1.5-8 and 3.1.5-9, and how the 
project-related emissions compare to the identified threshold (Table 3.1.5-10).  

 
R-L3-26  Please refer to Response to Comment L3-25 (regarding analysis of existing 

conditions) and Response to Comment L3-99 (regarding FBOs/tenants). No further 
response is required. 

 
R-L3-27  CARB’s Scoping Plan is a statewide policy document implemented by local jurisdictions 

to reduce their local share of emissions. The County implements statewide emissions 
reductions goals discussed in the CARB’s Scoping Plan via the County CAP. 
Consistency with the CAP is discussed in the County’s Guidelines for Significance 
under CEQA. The County disagrees with this comment that the Proposed Project is 
inconsistent with the 2017 Scoping Plan. The comment does not provide supporting 
evidence for its claim that a significant impact would occur or justification why mitigation 
is necessary. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
  The County also disagrees that the PEIR relied on the County CAP Consistency 

Checklist solely as a means for determining consistency. As the comment itself 
explains, the PEIR disclosed that the Proposed Project emissions were not included in 
the CAP; therefore, a consistency determination cannot be made. To clarify, the 
published PEIR Section 3.1.5 states, “because the CAP and the County GHG 
Guidelines are based upon the land use assumptions of the 2011 General Plan, the fact 
that the Airport Master Plan improvements were not included in the 2011 General Plan 
means that the CAP cannot be used to streamline the review of GHG emission from the 
Proposed Project… As such, although the CAP cannot be used to streamline the review 
of GHG emissions from the Proposed Project, a Project-specific climate change 
analysis was completed in compliance with the CAP to analyze potential Project-related 
impacts and to show consistency with the CAP.” In other words, although the Proposed 
Project cannot rely on the CAP Consistency Checklist, the PEIR Section 3.1.5 
discusses the applicable methodology for evaluating project-specific emissions, and 
elements of the County’s CAP and how the airport, and the project comply with CAP’s 
measures. PEIR Section 3.1.5.2.2 Conflict with Plans, Policies or Regulations discusses 
the applicability of GHG reduction plans and specific CAP measures and strategies 
implemented at Palomar Airport and system-wide for public projects including other 
airports. While the reduction of aircraft-related emissions are not within the County’s 
jurisdiction to regulate and are not in the CARB Scoping Plan or County’s CAP, the 
Proposed Project is consistent with applicable measure for County-owned facilities and 
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would not impact or impede implementation of the CAP. No changes have been made 
to the PEIR. 

  
  The County would also like to clarify that because the roadways surrounding the Airport 

are owned and maintained by the City of Carlsbad, the County has no authority to 
regulate the vehicle trips on the City’s roadway network. The City of Carlsbad adopted 
its own Climate Action Plan to account for facilities within its jurisdiction. Rather, 
Measure 1a referenced in this comment is associated with County-owned facilities 
applicable to County policies, and the County can only manage components under its 
regulatory oversight. As explained in the PEIR, impacts associated with GHG emissions 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Therefore, while the 
County is committed to complying the reduction measures identified in Table 3.1.5-12, 
they are not deemed mitigation. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
R-L3-28  Please see Responses to Comments R-L3-19 through R-L3-27.  
 
R-L3-29 Please refer to Response to Comment L3-74, which states that potential changes in 

environmental conditions were calculated to naturally change regardless of the County’s 
proposed facility improvements or approval of commercial air service operations (i.e., 
Proposed Project). While Response to Comment L3-74 is associated with Noise, its 
overall context applies to this comment. As a result, comparing the Master Plan 
Update’s full implementation timeframe (i.e., 2036) to existing conditions (i.e., 2016) 
would be misleading and uninformative as conditions would naturally evolve over the 
20-year planning period regardless of the Proposed Project. 

 
R-L3-30 Please refer to Master Response 11 (Runway Protection Zones) regarding changes 

to the RPZs.  
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Comment Letter R-O1 

R-O1-1 
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Response to Letter R-O1 

ViaSat 
 
R-O1-1 As illustrated by the blue line in Figure 4-4b, under current conditions there is an 

existing Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) over the highlighted area in this comment (at 
the southeast corner of Palomar Airport Road / El Camino Real). As shown in the 
figures recirculated with the Draft PEIR, none of the project alternatives would result in 
the existing RPZ extending beyond its current limits. Therefore, compared to current 
conditions, there would be no change to safety, occupancy, or development 
implications. No changes have been made to the PEIR in response to this comment. 
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Comment Letter R-O2 

R-O2-1 
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Response to Letter R-O2 

South Vista Communities 
 
R-O2-1 The comment identifies that the recirculated portions of the Draft PEIR do not include 

noise or air quality, and the commenter refers to their previous letter (Comment Letter 
O3). The comment requests air quality measurements in the aircraft flight paths, which 
is addressed in Response to Comment O3-13. Regarding noise and CNEL, please 
refer to Master Response 7 (FAA Involvement and Oversight) and Response to 
Comment O3-7. Furthermore, the comment does not provide input related to the 
recirculated PEIR subjects (i.e., Biology, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Energy Use and 
Consumption, RPZs). Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made, and no 
further response is required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and 
consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the 
Proposed Project. 

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff researched the 
location provided by this comment and confirmed the location is outside of the 65dB 
contour (i.e., less than 65dB) under all scenarios. Specifically, the existing noise 
condition at the location provided was estimated to be 38.62dB, and its future condition 
without the Proposed Project is estimated to be 40.19dB. Assuming full implementation 
of the Proposed Project (PAL 2), the estimated future noise condition would be 
43.03dB. This is below the threshold of significance of 65dB CNEL. Although the 
comment pertains to existing noise conditions, there is no evidence the Proposed 
Project would result in significant noise impacts. Therefore, because the location would 
be outside of the 65dB contour, no significant noise impacts would occur, and no 
changes to the PEIR are required. Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in 
addition to PEIR Appendix D for more information about the supplemental noise 
analysis conducted for additional locations. 
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Comment Letter R-I1 

R-I1-1 
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Response to Letter R-I1 

The Burtons 
 
R-I1-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is 
required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter R-I2 

R-I2-1 
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Response to Letter R-I2 

Lee Juskalian 
 
R-I2-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

The topic raised in this comment pertains to commercial airline activity. Therefore, no 
changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is required. This 
comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter R-I3 

R-I3-1 
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Response to Letter R-I3 

Janis Murphy 
 
R-I3-1 This comment states the commenter’s general support for the Proposed Project. The 

comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 
Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is 
required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter R-I4 

R-I4-1 
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Response to Letter R-I4 

Jessica Price 
 
R-I4-1 The County acknowledges this comment; it does not raise an issue concerning the 

analysis or adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. 
Therefore, no further response is required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR 
for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision 
on the Proposed Project.    

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff researched the 
location provided by this comment and confirmed the location is outside of the 65dB 
contour (i.e., less than 65dB) under all scenarios. Specifically, the existing noise 
condition at the location provided was estimated to be 49.24dB, and its future condition 
without the Proposed Project is estimated to be 50.39dB. Assuming full implementation 
of the Proposed Project (PAL 2), the estimated future noise condition would be 
51.59dB. This is below the threshold of significance of 65dB CNEL. Although the 
comment pertains to existing noise conditions, there is no evidence the Proposed 
Project would result in significant noise impacts. Therefore, because the location would 
be outside of the 65dB contour, no significant noise impacts would occur, and no 
changes to the PEIR are required. Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in 
addition to PEIR Appendix D for more information about the supplemental noise 
analysis conducted for additional locations. 
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Comment Letter R-I5 

R-I5-1 
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Response to Letter R-I5 

Shirley-Ann Grubbe 
 
R-I5-1 The County acknowledges this comment; however, it does not raise an issue 

concerning the analysis or adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088. Therefore, no further response is required. This comment is included in the Final 
PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final 
decision on the Proposed Project.   
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Comment Letter R-I6 

R-I6-1 
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Response to Letter R-I6 

Jenene McGonigal 
 
R-I6-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

The topics raised in this comment were analyzed under the PEIR. Also, please refer to 
Master Response 3 (Voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures). Therefore, no 
changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is required. This 
comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff researched the 
location provided by this comment and confirmed the location is outside of the 65dB 
contour (i.e., less than 65dB) under all scenarios. Specifically, the existing noise 
condition at the location provided was estimated to be 50.02dB, and its future condition 
without the Proposed Project is estimated to be 50.66dB. Assuming full implementation 
of the Proposed Project (PAL 2), the estimated future noise condition would be 
51.69dB. This is below the threshold of significance of 65dB CNEL. Although the 
comment pertains to existing noise conditions, there is no evidence the Proposed 
Project would result in significant noise impacts. Therefore, because the location would 
be outside of the 65dB contour, no significant noise impacts would occur, and no 
changes to the PEIR are required. Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in 
addition to PEIR Appendix D for more information about the supplemental noise 
analysis conducted for additional locations. 
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Comment Letter R-I7 

R-I7-1 
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Response to Letter R-I7 

Paul and Sandra Blake 
 
R-I7-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects.  
 

However, because the commenter previously expressed concerns of aircraft-related 
noise during the Notice of Preparation review period (February 29, 2016 for 30 days), 
the commenter’s provided location was included for staff to further study or analyze the 
noted noise concerns. As such, County staff researched the location provided and 
confirmed the location is outside of the 65dB contour (i.e., less than 65dB) under all 
scenarios. Specifically, the existing noise condition at the location provided was 
estimated to be 41.04dB, and its future condition without the Proposed Project is 
estimated to be 41.45dB. Assuming full implementation of the Proposed Project (PAL 
2), the estimated future noise condition would be 43.25dB. This is below the threshold 
of significance of 65dB CNEL. Although the comment pertains to existing noise 
conditions, there is no evidence the Proposed Project would result in significant noise 
impacts. Therefore, because the location would be outside of the 65dB contour, no 
significant noise impacts would occur, and no changes to the PEIR are required. Please 
refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in addition to PEIR Appendix D for more information 
about the supplemental noise analysis conducted for additional locations.  

 
Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is 
required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter R-I8 

R-I8-1 



Letters of Comment and Responses  ATTACHMENT D-851  

 
County of San Diego  November 2021 October 2018 
McClellan-Palomar Airport Master Plan Update – Final PEIR   

 

R-I8-1 
cont. 

R-I8-2 

R-I8-3 

R-I8-4 
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Response to Letter R-I8 

Robert Carter 
 
R-I8-1 The County acknowledges this comment; however, it does not raise an issue 

concerning the analysis or adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088. Therefore, no further response is required. This comment is included in the Final 
PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final 
decision on the Proposed Project.   

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff reviewed this 
comment for any site-specific location data of the perceived noise. However, the 
comment does not contain a sufficient location for the County to further study or analyze 
the noted noise concerns. Although the comment pertains to existing noise conditions, 
there is no evidence the Proposed Project would result in significant noise impacts. 
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in addition to PEIR Appendix D for more 
information about the supplemental noise analysis conducted for additional locations. 

 
R-I8-2 This comment discusses that soot could be presumably generated by aircraft, and the 

comment does not provide specific input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 
While soot is a byproduct of fuel combustion, it is considered a form of fine particulate 
matter, which was studied and analyzed as part of the PEIR and Air Quality Impact 
Technical Report. The PEIR concludes that the Master Plan Update would not result in 
a significant air quality impact. No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to 
this comment. 

 
R-I8-3 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

The topic raised in this comment pertains to commercial airline activity. Therefore, no 
changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is required. This 
comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the project. 

 
R-I8-4 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

Please refer to Master Response 5 (Airport Expansion / Public Vote), for a 
discussion of the term airport “expansion.” Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have 
been made, and no further response is required. This comment is included in the Final 
PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final 
decision on the Proposed Project. 
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R-I9-1 
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Response to Letter R-I9 

Joyce Hassell 
 
R-I9-1 The County acknowledges this comment; however, it does not raise an issue 

concerning the analysis or adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088. Therefore, no further response is required. This comment is included in the Final 
PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final 
decision on the Proposed Project.   
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Comment Letter R-I10 

R-I10-1 



Letters of Comment and Responses  ATTACHMENT D-856  

 
County of San Diego  November 2021 October 2018 
McClellan-Palomar Airport Master Plan Update – Final PEIR   

Response to Letter R-I10 

John Harelson 
 
R-I10-1 This comment states the commenter’s general support for the Proposed Project. The 

comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 
Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is 
required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter R-I11 

R-I11-1 
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Response to Letter R-I11 

Paul Gray 
 
R-I11-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

The topics raised in this comment were analyzed under the PEIR. Therefore, no 
changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is required. This 
comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

 
 Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff researched the 

location provided by this comment and confirmed the location is outside of the 65dB 
contour (i.e., less than 65dB) under all scenarios. Specifically, the existing noise 
condition at the location provided was estimated to be 41.56dB, and its future condition 
without the Proposed Project is estimated to be 43.39dB. Assuming full implementation 
of the Proposed Project (PAL 2), the estimated future noise condition would be 
43.61dB. This is below the threshold of significance of 65dB CNEL. Although the 
comment pertains to existing noise conditions, there is no evidence the Proposed 
Project would result in significant noise impacts. Therefore, because the location would 
be outside of the 65dB contour, no significant noise impacts would occur, and no 
changes to the PEIR are required. Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in 
addition to PEIR Appendix D for more information about the supplemental noise 
analysis conducted for additional locations. 
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Comment Letter R-I12 

R-I12-1 
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Response to Letter R-I12 

Lorraine Bell 
 
R-I12-1 The comment provides an article related to McClellan Airport located in 

Sacramento, California. The article mistakenly referenced McClellan-Palomar 
Airport. The Denver Post’s response and republication is included in this comment. 
No changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter R-I13 

R-I13-1 

R-I13-2 
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Response to Letter R-I13 

Sam Hershey 
 
R-I13-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

Aircraft in flight are strictly under the jurisdiction of the FAA. Also, please refer to Master 
Response 3 (Voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures). Therefore, no changes to the 
PEIR have been made, and no further response is required. This comment is included 
in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior 
to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff researched the 
location provided by this comment and confirmed the location is outside of the 65dB 
contour (i.e., less than 65dB) under all scenarios. Specifically, the existing noise 
condition at the location provided was estimated to be 44.79dB, and its future condition 
without the Proposed Project is estimated to be 45.68dB. Assuming full implementation 
of the Proposed Project (PAL 2), the estimated future noise condition would be 
45.97dB. This is below the threshold of significance of 65dB CNEL. Although the 
comment pertains to existing noise conditions, there is no evidence the Proposed 
Project would result in significant noise impacts. Therefore, because the location would 
be outside of the 65dB contour, no significant noise impacts would occur, and no 
changes to the PEIR are required. Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in 
addition to PEIR Appendix D for more information about the supplemental noise 
analysis conducted for additional locations. 

 
R-I13-2 This comment states support for the proposed project and stresses that proximity to air 

transportation is important. While this comment does not specifically address the 
adequacy or accuracy of the environmental analysis provided in the PEIR, the County 
appreciates the commenters’ support and will include this comment in the public record 
to be considered by the County Board of Supervisors prior to final decision.   
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Comment Letter R-I14 

R-I14-1 
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Response to Letter R-I14 

Donna Holloway 
 
R-I14-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

Aircraft noise was studied and discussed in PEIR Section 2.4 Noise, but please note 
that aircraft in flight are strictly under the jurisdiction of the FAA. Also refer to Master 
Response 3 (Voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures). No changes to the PEIR 
have been made, and no further response is required. This comment is included in the 
Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a 
final decision on the Proposed Project. 

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff reviewed this 
comment for any site-specific location data of the perceived noise. However, the 
comment does not contain a sufficient location for the County to further study or analyze 
the noted noise concerns. Although the comment pertains to existing noise conditions, 
there is no evidence the Proposed Project would result in significant noise impacts. 
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in addition to PEIR Appendix D for more 
information about the supplemental noise analysis conducted for additional locations. 
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Comment Letter R-I15 

R-I15-1 
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Response to Letter R-I15 

Carla Levy 
 
R-I15-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is 
required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Letter R-I16 

Dave Urban 
 
R-I16-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

Also, please refer to Master Response 3 (Voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures). 
Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is 
required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff reviewed this 
comment for any site-specific location data of the perceived noise. However, the 
comment does not contain a sufficient location for the County to further study or analyze 
the noted noise concerns. Although the comment pertains to existing noise conditions, 
there is no evidence the Proposed Project would result in significant noise impacts. 
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in addition to PEIR Appendix D for more 
information about the supplemental noise analysis conducted for additional locations. 
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Response to Letter R-I17 

William Arsenault 
 
R-I17-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects.  

Also, please refer to Master Response 3 (Voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures). 
Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is 
required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff researched the 
location provided by this comment and confirmed the location is outside of the 65dB 
contour (i.e., less than 65dB) under all scenarios. Specifically, the existing noise 
condition at the location provided was estimated to be 54.85dB, and its future condition 
without the Proposed Project is estimated to be 56.03dB. Assuming full implementation 
of the Proposed Project (PAL 2), the estimated future noise condition would be 
56.69dB. This is below the threshold of significance of 65dB CNEL. Although the 
comment pertains to existing noise conditions, there is no evidence the Proposed 
Project would result in significant noise impacts. Therefore, because the location would 
be outside of the 65dB contour, no significant noise impacts would occur, and no 
changes to the PEIR are required. Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in 
addition to PEIR Appendix D for more information about the supplemental noise 
analysis conducted for additional locations. 
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Response to Letter R-I18 

Joyce Hassell 
 
R-I18-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

The topic raised in this comment pertains to commercial airline activity. Therefore, no 
changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is required. This 
comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County 
Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Letter R-I19 

Ray Pili 
 
R-I19-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made, and no further response is 
required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Letter R-I20 

Sterling Johnson 
 
R-I20-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

The topic raised in this comment pertains to ongoing aircraft activity and the availability 
of commercial air service at Palomar Airport. Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have 
been made, and no further response is required. This comment is included in the Final 
PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final 
decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Letter R-I21 

Doris Meehan 
 
R-I21-1 The comment does not provide input related to the recirculated Draft PEIR subjects. 

Please refer to Master Responses 3 (Voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures) and 
4 (Noise Monitors and PEIR Calculations). No changes to the PEIR have been made, 
and no further response is required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for 
review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on 
the Proposed Project. 

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff reviewed this 
comment for any site-specific location data of the perceived noise. However, the 
comment does not contain a sufficient location for the County to further study or analyze 
the noted noise concerns. Although the comment pertains to existing noise conditions, 
there is no evidence the Proposed Project would result in significant noise impacts. 
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4 in addition to PEIR Appendix D for more 
information about the supplemental noise analysis conducted for additional locations. 
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Response to Letter R-I22 

Kim Kipnis 
 
R-I22-1 The County acknowledges this comment; however, it does not raise an issue 

concerning the analysis or adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088. Therefore, no further response is required. This comment is included in the Final 
PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final 
decision on the Proposed Project.   
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Response to Letter R-I23 

Hope Nelson 

R-I23-1 This comment includes introductory remarks and excerpts from the County’s 
Recirculation Reader’s Guide. No response is required. 

R-I23-2 This comment states that the recirculated portions of the Draft PEIR contains 
inconsistencies, inaccuracies, and incorrect information. However, the comment does 
not identify specific items for consideration.  

The comment also requests for the recirculated portions of the Draft PEIR to be 
recirculated for another 45-day comment period. However, the comment does not 
provide specific information demonstrating a need to conduct another public review 
period.  

Lastly, the comment requests for the County to consider the City of Carlsbad’s 
comment letter regarding the recirculated portions of the Draft PEIR. Please refer to 
Response to Comment Letter R-L3. 

No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 


